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One excision is required to remove a scene that has the effect of making the 
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Approved components of film after excision: 


Feature: Lies 

Trailers: Nil 

Total Amended Running Time: 105.20 


Running Time: 105.20 

Running Time: 


Note : 

On 20 September 2002 the Film and Literature Board of Review (the Board) issued the 
following classification decision in respect of Lies: 

“Objectionable unless one excision is made in accordance with section 32 of the Act. If the excision is 
made to the Board’s satisfaction, the balance of the film will be classified as restricted to persons who 
have attained the age of 18 years. 

The excision required is to remove the sequence which shows the main characters 
using excrement in association with sexual conduct. The excision is to remove the 
part of the scene where the man requests the woman to suck his penis with excrement 
on it. The couple kiss and appear to exchange excrement between their mouths. They 
are then seen on a train to discuss their experience of coprophUia enthusiastically. 

The excision is to commence from 1:21:07 (hours, minutes, seconds) after the man 
stands up and before he says “suck it” and is to end at 1:22:42 (hours, minutes, 
seconds) after the woman says “no-one else will eat my shit” and the couple is 
depicted kissing”. 

“Display Conditions: Nil.” 

“Descriptive Note: Contains sex scenes and sexual content that may offend.” 

The New Zealand Film Festival declined to make the specified excision to Lies. As a 
result, on 24 March 2003 the Board classified the film as “objectionable”. 


Classification Decision: 

Objectionable. 


Display Conditions: 

Not Applicable. 


Descriptive Note: 

Not Applicable. 
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Direction to issue a label has not been given. 


SUMMARY OF THE REASONS FOR DECISION: 

The Board notes that Lies describes and depicts matters of sex and violence on 
multiple occasions. Sex is the dominant focus of the film. The sequence involving the 
use of excrement and the subsequent commentary on it during a train journey is but 
one of the many sexual aspects of the film, which includes vaginal, oral and anal sex. 

In addition the film depicts and describes sadomasochistic practices thereby dealing 
with violence and cruelty. 

It is not enough for a publication to describe or depict sexual violence in order to 
render the publication objectionable. Rather, the publication must do so in a manner 
that is “injurious to the public good”. 

In consideration of s.2 of the Films, Videos, and Publications Classification Act 1993 
(the Act), there must be something about the way the prohibited activity is described, 
depicted or otherwise dealt with, which can fairly be said to have the effect of 
promoting or supporting that activity. 

In terms of s.2 of the Act, the Board is of the view that the scene involving coprophilia 
depicts a mutual activity. While depicting the progressing of the pair into greater 
debasement, and perhaps their lowest point, the mutuality of the activities depicted 
tells against the use of excrement being directed at “degrading” or “dehumanising” 
conduct in terms of s. 3(2)(d) of the Act. Accordingly, no question arises as to whether 
or not the scenes promote or support degrading or dehumanising conduct. 

The Board is of the view, however, that the scene involving excrement is “in 
association.. .with sexual conduct” in that a woman is asked to suck the faeces off the 
man’s penis and the faeces are then apparently passed between their mouths in a 
kiss. 

The part of the scene which the Board believes shows promotion or support of 
excrement in relation to sexual activity is two-fold. Firstly, while the couple are 
involved in the coprophagous act, the man groans with pleasure, an indication of 
promotion or support for the act. The voiceover then says “shit is disgusting because it 
has no taste...”, but the body language of the parties shows prolonged and 
enthusiastic participation in coprophilia. Secondly, the couple’s discussion on the train 
where the woman says “tasting my shit made my heart beat so fast. Now I know you 
really love me. No-one else would eat my shit”. The parties then kiss and look fondly 
at each other. There is no counterbalance to the perceived pleasure of the couple in 
coprophilia. 

The Board did consider whether it was possible to reduce the duration of the excision, 
but finds that any lesser excision would interfere with the sense of the scene. 
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The Board considered s 3(2)(b) of the Act but finds the main characters did not use 
violence or coercion to compel any person to participate in or submit to sexual 
conduct. The conduct in Lies appears mutually consensual with the violence occurring 
after the commencement of physical activity. The threat by each to kill the other at 
different times in the film/video appears to be part of the game plan. The participants 
tend to each other’s wounds inflicted by the sado-masochistic activity. 

In terms of s 3(2)(f) of the Act, dealing with the infliction of extreme violence or extreme 
cruelty, the Board finds the violence looks fake in that there were no resulting marks on 
the front of the bodies, the cuts were minor, and the actors treat each other’s wounds. 
The participants also check with each other from time to time as to their pain tolerance. 

Where a publication is deemed to be objectionable under s. 3(2) of the Act then, in 
accordance with s. 23(2) of the Act, the publication must be classified as 
“objectionable” unless, in terms of s. 23(3) of the Act, the Board is “satisfied that it 
should be made available on the very limited basis envisaged by s. 23(3)” {Moonen 1). 

In the case of films there is a further matter which requires consideration. In terms of 
s. 32 of the 1993 Act (quoted above) notwithstanding s. 23 of the Act, if the Board is of 
the opinion that it would classify the film differently according to whether any specified 
part of the film were excised from it, it shall follow the procedure described by s. 33 of 
the Act. In the Board’s view, if the excision described above were made to Lies, then 
the film/video would receive a classification of being “objectionable except if the 
availability of the publication is restricted to persons who have attained the age of 18 
years. The reasons for giving the excised version follow. 

The Board finds the unrestricted availability of Lies to be objectionable in terms of s. 
3(1) of the Act in that the prevalence of sex and violence and possible cruelty, and the 
manner in which each is dealt with in the film/video means there is a likelihood of 
“injury to the public good.” Sex and violence are described by the characters, depicted 
in their actions and expressed or implied by the use of camera technique throughout 
the publication. Cruelty could also be seen as depicted or implied in the various 
beatings. 

Sexual violence in the form of sado-masochism is the major theme in the publication 
and is dealt with in such a manner and frequency, that in the Board’s opinion is likely to 
be “injurious to the public good”. The participants verbally express and physically 
show they are in pain and appear to force themselves to continue being beaten. Each 
instructs the other to withstand further violence. 

Under s. 3(3) of the Act, in reaching its determination as to whether a different 
classification would be given if the excision is made, the Board considers that Lies 
describes, depicts, or otherwise deals with the matters set out in s. 3(3)(a)(ii) of the 
Act, being sexual violence or violence in association with sexual conflict. The 
numerous masochistic scenes testify to this. Section 3(3)(a)(v) is also applicable in 
that there is physical conduct in which sexual satisfaction is derived from inflicting or 
suffering cruelty or pain. Once again the beatings that each party gives to the other fit 
within this category. The Board does not consider the acts to be torture or of 
significant cruelty, as they are consensual acts and the parties tend to each other’s 
injuries. 
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Further, in consideration of s 3(3) of the Act, the consensual nature of the activities do 
not lead the Board to conclude that the conduct is degrading, dehumanising, or 
demeaning, since the progression of events is such that the beatings initially occurred 
from the man to woman, but then the woman becomes the dominant person in the 
relationship, beating the man. The exchange of roles removes the woman from what 
might potentially be a demeaning and degrading situation. The Board also considered 
s. 3(3)(c) of the Act as to whether the film describes, depicts, or otherwise deals with 
issues which degrade or dehumanise or demean any person. As observed in respect 
of the earlier section of this decision, the Board does not find that the behaviour 
degrades, dehumanises, or demeans because of its consensual nature. 

In terms of s. 3(4) of the Act, the Board finds that the predominant effect is of an 
obsessional and dysfunctional relationship. The impact of the medium is of a Korean- 
made film. In respect of s. 3(4)(c) of the Act, it is an art-house film of minority interest. 

The Board’s expert opinion is that had the authorised distributor, or the New Zealand 
Festival as its New Zealand agent, agreed to the excision, then the Board would have 
restricted the viewing of Lies to persons 18 years and over. The Board is of the view 
that this restriction would have been justified due to society’s wish to protect young 
persons from harm, yet providing the minimum interference with rights under the New 
Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 

The Board would have also classified film, video and DVD formats of Lies as restricted 
to those who had attained the age of 18 years. 


OFLC No: 300450 
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